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REDUCTION OR MERE LIMITATION? 


N September 16 a semi-official state- 

ment was issued in London summa- 
rizing the progress to date of naval nego- 
tiations between the United States and 
Great Britain. Both governments feel 
that the question of battleships should be 
reopened; they agree that destroyers 
should be limited upon a basis of tonnage 
equality; it is implied that both will work 
for the elimination of the submarine. 
There remains only the question of 
whether the United States shall maintain 
eighteen or twenty-one large cruisers. Mr. 
MacDonald is convinced that there can 
be “no breakdown on such a margin.” 
He is sailing for the United States on 
September 28. The object of his visit is 
to settle this remaining question or to ar- 
range for its consideration by a five-power 
naval conference planned for this coming 
January. 


According to the terms of the present 
proposal, the British government after 
1936 would maintain a fleet of fifty cruis- 
ers, consisting of fifteen 8-inch-gun cruis- 
ers and thirty-five 6-inch-gun cruisers, 
having a total tonnage of 339,000 tons. 
The United States has accepted these 
figures, but in return has asked the 
right to maintain thirty-six cruisers, con- 
sisting of twenty-one 8-inch-gun vessels, 
ten cruisers of the Omaha class and five 
new 6-inch-gun cruisers, having a total 
tonnage of 315,000 tons. This would make 
the British cruiser strength 24,000 tons 
greater than that of the United States; 
but the United States, on the other hand, 
would have six large cruisers more than 
Great Britain. The British government, 
however, wishes the United States to 


maintain only eighteen large cruisers— 
which would give this country a superi- 


ority of only three, instead of six. Great 
Britain is willing that the United States 
should utilize for the construction of 6- 


inch-gun vessels the 30,000 tons so re- 
leased. 


In advancing these proposals the British 
government has dropped the thesis main- 
tained at Geneva that the British navy 
must have seventy cruisers. It agrees 
that this number shall be reduced to fifty. 
In the second place, it is willing to reduce 
the number of its large cruisers from 
eighteen to fifteen and to allow American 
superiority in this type of vessel. In re- 
turn it is willing to accept a total cruiser 
tonnage superiority of only 24,000 tons. 

On the other hand, in order to achieve 
parity, the United States wishes to build 
thirteen of the fifteen cruisers authorized 
in the 1929 act. It is surprising to find, 
however, that the United States has also 
insisted upon the right to build five addi- 
tional cruisers of a smaller size. If Great 
Britain accepts the present American pro- 
posals, it means that the United States 
will build 130,000 tons of 8-inch-gun cruis- 
ers, plus 35,250 tons in 6-inch-gun cruis- 
ers, or a total of 165,250 tons—which is 
15,250 tons more than if all the construc- 
tion contemplated in the 1929 act had been 
carried out. Literally interpreted, the 
American proposals call for actual cruiser 
expansion. 

When Congress passed the 15-cruiser 
bill in 1929 there was no naval agreement 
in sight. That act provided for the sus- 
pension of construction in the event of 
agreement. Yet now that the Washington 
administration is within reach of such an 
agreement it insists upon the right to 
build not only the equivalent of the full 
tonnage authorized in ihe 1929 act, but 


15,250 tons more! A large part of this 
additional construction could have been 
avoided if the governments had retained 
the yardstick formula enunciated by Am- 
bassador Gibson at Geneva last spring. 
There it was implied that the United 
States was willing to allow the British to 
transfer a certain part of their destroyer 
tonnage to cruisers. But in the present 
agreement this aspect of Ambassador Gib- 
son’s proposal seems to have been shelved. 


To those who had expected to see 
cruiser construction definitely reduced, 
the proposals just announced will cause 
keen disappointment. The proposals may, 
however, be explained by the severe pres- 
sure which those who believe in ship-for- 
ship parity have brought to bear upon 
President Hoover within the last few 
weeks. The President could have negoti- 
ated an agreement, based upon the yard- 
stick formula, calling for actual cruiser 
reduction. But he may have believed that 
such an agreement would not have been 
ratified. Under such circumstances, he 
apparently felt that an agreement stabiliz- 
ing the naval situation, even though its 
terms might authorize increased cruiser 
construction by the United States, was 
much better than no agreement at all. 
Moreover, under the present plan, actual 
reduction will be secured in regard to sub- 


marines and destroyers, and apparently 


battleship replacements. will 
poned until 1936.! 


It would be foolish to condemn a naval 
agreement (which may be reopened at 
the five-power conference) simply because 
it gives us the right to build a few thou- 
sand tons of additional cruisers. The 
British are willing to accord us this ton- 
nage; an agreement, apart from the dif- 
ference over large cruisers, is in sight. 
Any naval agreement which stabilizes the 
relationship between the British and 
American fleets will dispel the fear of 
competition between the two govern- 
ments, and thus remove the only serious 
cause of controversy between England 
and the United States. Once an agree- 
ment is concluded, the naval question will 
cease to be international; it will have be- 
come domestic. The mere fact that a 
treaty gives us the “right” to build five 
additional small cruisers does not mean 
that Congress is under any obligation to 
exercise the right. After the naval agree- 
ment is ratified, the American people will 
have complete liberty to decide whether 
additional construction should or should 
not take place. 


be post- 
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It is recognized that no naval agree. 
ment will be satisfactory which does not 
associate with the British Empire and the 
United States the other naval powers— 
Japan, France and Italy. At the Washing- 
ton Conference these powers accepted the 
following ratio—5:5:3:1.67 :1.67—in bat- 
tleships. Can these other governments be 
expected to accept the same ratio in auxi- 
liary craft as in battleships? The answer 
is no. It is probable that Japan can be 
satisfied by increasing her ratio from 60 
per cent to 70 per cent. The French naval 
program, however, calls for an eventual 
cruiser tonnage of 210,000 tons, in com- 
parison to the 339,000 tons allotted to the 
British Empire in the proposed Anglo- 
American agreement. The French also 
wish to construct a total of 96,000 tons 
in submarines—more than are in either 
the British or the American navy. It is 
thus evident that France will not accept 
the ratio of 1.67 to 5. Will the British 
Empire enter an agreement allowing 
France to maintain the tonnage figures 
the latter desires? In the famous Anglo- 
French accord the British government 
agreed that the same maximum tonnage 
for submarines and cruisers should be 
fixed for all the great naval powers. 
France, however, agreed not to build up 
to the maximum tonnage (called chiffres 
de prestige), but merely to declare at the 
naval conference the tonnage it proposed 
to reach within this maximum. Whether 
the Labour government will accept this 
proposal is not known. 


Will France concede a_ position of 
equality to Italy? The Italian govern- 
ment has repeatedly stated its willingness 
to reduce its armaments, provided it is 
granted equality with France. Hitherto 
France has taken the position that equal- 
ity with Italy in naval tonnage would 
mean actual inferiority for France, simply 
because France must defend itself on 
three seas, while Italy may concentrate its 
forces in the Mediterranean. Apparently 
no negotiations have yet taken place in re- 
gard to the respective size of the French 
and Italian navies. In view of the diffi- 
culty of the issues involved in such nego- 
tiations, we should not be disappointed if 
it becomes necessary to postpone until a 
later date the five-power conference an- 
nounced for January. R. L. B. 


Outlives of Central Government, ineludina the 
Judicial System of England, by John J. Clarke. 
London, Sir Isaac Pitman and Sons, Ltd., 1928. 


An extremely useful book for ready reference. 
Information concerning all branches of British 
public administration. An extensive bibliography. 
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